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Hr. J. Kevin O'Brien, chief 
FOIPA Section 
FBI 

Washington, DC 20995 
Dear Hr. O'Brien, 

Please excuse my typing. It cannot he any' better. 

Pour letter of April 14 misstates what I wrote you about on a arch 25 . What you 
refer to as my request was not only "for material pertaining to Lee Harvey Oswald." 

It was for what the FBI liad improperly withheld from me over the years and in all that 
litigation net— ©no- of which was "pertaining to Lee Harvey Oswald."' What I sought was 
JFK assassination .information and information relating to the 'official investigations 
of it. 

Pou ne;;t say that "The FBI files regarding this request are feeing transmitted to" 
KARA. With reg rd to your formulation, mine is not a new request. It is for compliance 
•'it 11 the old requests. I ask for nothing new,, You also imply that all your records are 
going to HAitAo ' x 'his is not only impossible , t it would violate Section 2 (a)(l) which 
requires their preservation & "governmental purposes." The FBI * &. founding director, in 
sworn testimony t o th Warren Commission, stated that the JFK assassination would forever 
be an open case for the FBI. 

The new Act, as it says on the first page, is required because agencies like the 
FBI .have not complied w i'tiTjFFCIA. (in ( 5 )) 

Whether or not you realise it, hnd 1 presume that you are new or relatively new in 
your present responsibilities, your letter states forthrightly that the FBI is not 
complying with this new Act and does not intend* to: 

Th© files transmitted to KARA are the same files we processed under FOIA prior 
to the Act." 

My requests under FOIA quite a few of which the FBI forced me to take to court were 
rather inclusive in the JFK assassination information sought. In the course of those 
efforts, in court and in the appeals x was asked to file by tho department, I specified 
relevant information tliat was .not exempt and remained withheld and what was withheld 
under unwarranted assertion of exemptions. 

I also note tnat your language floes not state that all relevant FBI record.s are 
transmitted to ITARA. As for example, those of the FBI's field offices. Cwd (ytfditou. 

You also suggest that the only way I can now obtain what the FBI withheld improperly 
from me is through KARA. Section 1 1 (d) says this is not so. 

Ii you are not aware of it, my litigation was tailed by FBI departures from the 
truth, to the point . here 1 considered it necessary to .State what was material under 
oath myself to confront tho FBI's false attestations, I made myself subject to pro- 
secution if I swofce falsefey in stating that tho FBI swore falsely to withhold relevant 
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records uitliin the ro nests. 

One example of tills it, repeated false swearing to withheld the Dallas and Hew Orlenas 
office ticklers. The FBI swore that none are kept and it seen swore falsely to what, 
constitutes a tickler. 

It happens that X learned something about FBI ticklers in my C.A. 75-1996? which 
was for King assassination records. I was able to identify several of these ticklers that 
existed and were withheld. I recall in particular what it referred to as the "Long® 
tickler. (SA Lpng was later an assistant director). I was able even to tell the FBI where 
that tickler was, physically, end it still denied having it. The appeals office then 
went where I said that tickler was and it was there- only ext'ensivlii gutter? and that 
long, ifctfig after my request. 

Assuring you are not aware of these things I give yon a nSelen of the FBI ’ ^liber- 
ate dishonesty to withhold nonexempt and relevant information. 

One Item of that request was -for all records relating to any form of surveillance 
on named persons, of whom I was one. flc/W I 


That Long tickler disclosed that I was surveilled on at Isas least the phone by 
the FBI, which did tliat in violating the attorney general's refusal to grant it permission 
to wiretap any of the ay family. The FBI then hid its prohibited telephone tapping on 
Jerry (s;ay, who phoned, me, by filing it as a "bank robbery" case! And that was not gu.ted 
from the Lon-; tickler when the appeals office found it where I said it was and the FBI 
said it wann(t. 

I note parenthetically that the Church committee disclosed the FBI'd interception 
of foreign mail to some countries. Some of ray mail to ry pxoAon agent was, delayed, reach- 
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ing him. until all that I had mailed the j3 , ev±OTS _ fwo' montErTTeached "him on “one day .^Dur- 
ing that time a number of letters to me from a German publisher who wanted to publish 

my first boo!: never reached me, no* did the manuscript when that publisher mailed it 

_ , . .... 

to me. These intrusions cost me publication in two countries, all oj. this in within 
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my request for all information relating to, me. And was not provided. 

The Dallas and Hew Orleans tickler? that were withheld from mg by what the FBI did 
not deny was perjury ought be disclosed to me now under the provision of this new Act. 

I cite this as an example of what is within my letter of the last month, the 25th. 

An example of improper withholding, by improper use of the exemptions, has been, 
much in the news lately. I filed a number of appeals that were ignored and to those 
appeals 1 had the proofs I refer to above attached. 

Although it was not in the disclosed FBIHQ JFK assassination records tliat the 
FBI claimed were all-inclusive, I obtained from the Dallas office a record that I 
happen to have at -hand for a different reason. The others I. refer to are now inaccessible 
to me bee; use for medical reasons and limitations I cannot search for them. 
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Serial 09-45-103 was a memo from SA Wallace reitman to his Dallas SAC that was 



not sent to FBIHQ. It is dated the day of tlic assassination and was annotated by 
Heitman early the next moraine. What was not redcjffced under;/ of all tilings a claim" to 
privacy states that Dallas liad been informed by the hexico City (i add this) legal 
att,ohe tliat "S A E&OljlWT) (later a ^ongressmanm I also add) is proceeding to Dallas" 

at ±J ° Ye Field and took him to the field office. 


when ^eitman met 


Othe^ of thoe£ alias records, and at least one disclosed in the form" of a letter to 
the Director of the Secret Service of the day after the assassintion, state that Rudd 
had with him at least one tape and at leant one picture provided to the Legat by the 
CIA's I-Iexico City station said to be of Oswald. 

■Aft-r listening to tliat tape Dal-^s cabled or teletyped HQ. with a paraphrase of 
wbao it hom'd on that i £>pe. In response FBIIIQ asked for a transcription of it and 
pursuant to those instructions Dallas sent a transcripts by the seme means. 

The paraphrase and the transcription were withheld from me under an-obviosuly 
Spurious claim to "nationa^curity" Mien the only thing for which such a claim might 
be made was waived by the public acknowledgement of the topping. 

^t -only was I and through me the people entitled to know that was intercepted £ind 
raped, the claim to withhold it was invalid and improper. That information has not, to 
the best of my knowledge, ever been disposed. 

Aro younow tolling me tliat because the FBI behaved improperly in the federal courts 
tlia^ - , at (1,1 and in impaired health, anThe-t required to go to the bottom of the list 
that can bo used only after you transfer whatever you will tvansfer or have" transferred 
to NASA and then it gets its act in order, however long that m&y be? 

hy request include- all tapes and I eveft told the FBI where its Dallas office had 
uiem stored, not in the files but in a special cabinet. 

No cl,.im to wibhold that and the other tapes war, made. Their existence was just 
denied, and tliat under oath, (i was offered the FBI's tapes on Vina Oswald but 
knowing what it disclosed japroperlj to me about their content I decli^d to accept 
diem and for the FBI^to be ablo to use that as a m-n^of giving them to others who might 
enjoy how the FBI violated her privacy.) 

Uiiat lias been in the news in rodent months In the obviously, untruthful claim that 
all such tapes were routinely destroyed in about a week. That onto existed two months 

^ a -^ as had It. 1 do not believe that Dallas would have destroyed 

it orjfiot have made mid kept a dub. I t had been ordered by the ^resident to make an all- 
inclusive investigation and that required it to preserve that tape. If there then was 
only one. 

But in all the controversy over whether or not all those tapes were destroyed I v- 

have neither seen nor heard a word about tliis attributed to the FBI. And that after the 
new Act was effective. 
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A different tape in also involved by being withheld from me in C. A. 780322 in 
which it was reguested and about aliich the FBI swgore falsely with steadfastness. " 

That is the recordinjf^T^hc ^nllas police at the time of the assassination. To 
illustrate the dotenoi-ation to withhold by false svfaring, first the FBI denied that it 
had even had a tare of those broadcasts. When 1 told the court that it had in fact 
transcribed the broadcasts for the u arren t%mmission, which published the FBI'dL 
transcription , which I then nitrified the court, citing the FBI'd own ref'g ords , was 
m-\de in Dallas, I still did not get them. When I told the court and the FBI the 
name of the agent who went to the police broadcast room antjmade them and even identified, 
as I did from the FBI’s own records, the make of the office tape recorder he took there 


ior that purpose, the FBI's response was that he had done that for personal reasons only. 

As the FBI's pe 'sistonee in improper withhold continued, with an imaginative assort- 
ment of invalid attestations, 1 finally told it and the appeals office where the 
originals were at FBIIIQ. Their existence there was denied. 

And a ye n- liter the office of appeals attorney Bliyllis Hubbell write me in 
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great excitement. They had beejrt round by "accident" where i had stated they were. 

The last x heard from the FBI about that is that it was sent to the Archives, and 
tnat was some time later, by request of the Archives for it has not been met after at 
least more than a decade »• 

This is, I believe, a fair reflection of those appeals I filed having been asked 
to do that by the department's appeals office. 1 ,J y copies fill three file drawers. And 
aside f&’ maiding a record for outbid. story because they v;ere thoroughly document^c^ with 
the FBI'ds own relevant records, it was a waste of my time. 

The FBI was determined to withhold and it withheld what was relevant and the 


relevance and existence of which £ proved. 

When it amended FOIA's inve: -tigatory files exemption in 1 97^/ the Congress citod 
ry first suit for the result.'’ of the FBI's scientific testing in the JFK assassination 
as requiring tliat amending. I refiled that suit as the first under the amended Act. It 
is wA. l l jt— 226. Tho ag^nt^' involved then retired and when 1 sought to depose them the 
FBI objected on the ground that they had retired! The agont who replaced them in that 
and in other litigation was 'Vim W. Kilty. There is not much more relevant in 
FOIA than whe4sr a record sought exists and is searched for. On this Kitty swore in 
contradiction to himself! When 1 referred to that as perjury the FBI's response was that 
~ cou ld make such charges ad infinitum because ~ knew more about that assassination and 
rts investigation that! anyone then working for tlio FBI. And got away with it. 

Let me give you an example of what was and remains withheld after 1 ijfoved its y 
existence in one ol those depositions the FBI sought' to prevent. 

The pictures of much of the president's clothing, wrimo evidence, that tho FBI gave 



the Commission were, in the words of the Archives photographer who was about to retire 
ana- thus considers • huuself safe from retaliation, of the most professional incompetence. 
They obscured eV'en the pattern of tlic President's shirt to the pofgnt v;here'“Se three 
parallel stripes in it appeared to bo a single stripe. The FBI had for its onn purposes 
thc kLnd of competent pictures it can and does make. But those it did not give the 
c oimniss..on and thus it withheld information important in addressing and solving 
the crime from the Commission. 

But m its exhibit 64? to th: report the President ordered of it it included a 
very clear picture of the fehirt collar, './hen I teqhested it of the'^pnpty Deputy, 
then required by the regulations, ho asked the FBI to let him see them. Once he examined 
them he was so moved he sent me those FBI original pictures, not copies. That was 
diehard Kleindienst. 

The shirticdllar picture shows that, contrary to the official explanation of the 
crime, no bullet passed through the knot of the tie. As the ignored Warren Commission 
testimony established, the damage to the knot of the tie was by a scalpel in the hands 
ox a nurse. I confirmed this with the doctor under whose directions they did that. 

I want that not be misunderstood on this. The FBI's own picture proved that the 
gifiical solution to the assassination, g^rticularly that magical single-bullet theory, 
is both untrue and. Impossible, That picture the FBI did not .give the Commissicm. 

When 1 deposed then-retired SA Robert ffazier, who jpive most of the FBI's testimony 
to the Commission, not first-hand with regard to the testing in most instances when 
those who /rt OuM give first-hqi/.d testimony were readily available, we showed, him that 
ps±tsH fsutnre xa questioning designed to show the existence of records not provided. 

Frasier testified . that^tfet pictm-o raisdd questions in hifs .mind and that he had 
asked for an interpretation of L ab hair- and -fibers expert, I believe he said 

* aVl St0E!ba,, -Ch> blvfc nl '-' ;ht h hvc been another Lab agent. Only that hair-and-fibers 
report was not provided. We raxed this when we later deposed SA Kilty. We were then 
promised tliqt would bo provided. What I wa£ given is an entirely different and very short 

memo by trailer, not the agent who made the test, to which there is no reference in the 
irrelevancy I was give*?., 

Wow if you think tils is not relevant and if you think that the new Act removes all 
obligation for you to comply with FOIA in response to my requests, having frustrated 
compliance with what amounts to nmnstop perjury, and that I must^^tart all over with 
liARA , 1 RU CIl e; -' t th t you give a print of that picture^ as 1 can, to the chairman of the 
.house oversight committee, and of the phony repovt^gyen me in substitution for the 
aetarf. actual scientific testing that without . qL - at uon proved the solution to the assig- 
nation was laiosn to 'tlic FBI to be fq.lse, and ask his opinion. 
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I had my experiences vdth til .Archives once the nature of my writing was known to 

it. Under the then applicable' regulations it was required to take pictures for tho&e 

studying the assassination and give then* at the prevailing rates copies of those pictures 

in substitution for th iv examination of the clothing. When the Archives did not do 

xkat, I filed under FOIA,ybroke, in d- :bt and -without counsel. The/$rcliives, then changed 

its own regulations and gave the colrt the replacement for the ono in effect at the time. 

of my request. $nd on that basis denied me copies of the pictures I requested. However, 

„ , 

h=e judge directed it to take and show me the pictures - 1 - required. When some time 
passed and I hec[d nothing I wrote the judge, with a copy to the Archihist^. $3 then 
inverted me in. And the first tiling I got was an aology- they co;fld not ialce ^pictu~re 
of the knot of the tic# for me because when they received it from the FBI the knot 
was untied! And the knot is the^ place JgJmre the evidence is on the tie-it does not 

|r 

have the required bullet-hole though it. manipulating it the -FBI posed a picture 
presenting the faick made by the scalpel as the bullet hole. 

I had hoped tint at long last, so mnay years having passed, that the FBI had 
finally decided to live within tlPe law. lour letter makes clear that it has not and will 

not. -AH you are giving the Archives is what you have already been compelled, by the 
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courts to make public l Ana wliat you witliheld impqrpmiy from them, only seahticxly 
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indicated above, you toll mo to start all over again? 

There is no telling the number of relevant files the FBI has kept secret and 

from your own letter will continue to keep secret, hst me indicate afew. 

1 •, i 1 

The FBI disclosed only its "Liaison With the ^resident's Commission" file. It not 
only obviously lias other Warren Commission files, •*- identified at least one of them by 

hstave provided ad 


1 

its number and it remained withhold. The two field office records 
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al; their “arren Commission £a=Lsy files that were opened when that Report was issued,, 
The FBI has files 011 the "Bossiers" it prepared on the ^embers the Commission as 


soon as they were ap$t§ 4 ed. ^t prepared dossiers^ its word, on the staff twice, once on 
appointment and then after the report was out. prepared what it referred to as "sex" 
dossiers on the critics. Yes, I have the FBI'.d record from which I quote. 

Row as I read this new law, it requires you fee by &fow have transferred to the 
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archives copies of all flfelevant records. Your letter assures me that you have not and^ 

nurse- not. Law or no law, which lias b always been the FBI's position. 

The only apprent reason is to deter or prevnet what surely will be embarrassing to 
* 

the FBI. 

About the President's assassination an# its investigations and th right of the people 

1 kc — . Y~ 

to know? What the hell, he'sdead anyway isn't?nothing will bring him back, will it? 

With sincere regrets, 


/ 


/ 


Harold VJeisbera 



